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30 kW and Larger Interconnection Procedures 
Staff Proposal for Discussion 

August 2007 
 
Please be reminded that the Staff report to the Commission on this workgroup is due September 
30.  Please review this document, and provide comments in writing to Staff by not later than 
midnight on September 7.  Please email comments to baldwinj2@michigan.gov. 
 
These are the issues the Commission directed our workgroup to address:   

1. Identify reasonable and achievable interconnection time deadlines.  
2. Propose a system for determining whether interconnection costs are reasonable, actual 

costs.  
3. Study the impacts and benefits of requiring utilities to consult with transmission 

providers when certain interconnection applications (for distribution-level 
interconnections) are filed.  

4. Investigate the impacts and benefits of requiring all generators to maintain an acceptable 
power factor.  

5. Develop criteria for identification of areas of opportunity for distributed generation on 
each utility's distribution system. 

 
An additional interconnection issue identified by interested parties and Staff is:  
 
6.  Insurance requirements and liabilities. 

 
Staff is asking the workgroup to review Wisconsin Chapter PSC 119 Rules for 
Interconnection Distributed Generation Facilities and the Wisconsin Distributed 
Generation Interconnection Guidelines  to assess their suitability for possible application for  
Michigan.   
 
Staff proposes these additions to the Wisconsin Rules: 

1. Provide for a pre-application meeting between utility and project developer.   

2. Include a provision for the Commission to appoint expert(s) to provide technical 
expertise related to interconnection issues.  
 
This function would be similar to the provision in the Animal Contact Current Mitigation 
Rules or PA 30 Electric Transmission Line Certification Act.  Excerpts from these MPSC 
Administrative Rules appear on the next page.  In particular, this expert would provide 
assistance to the Commission, in the event there are any cost-related or technical issue 
complaints.   

3. Require distribution utilities to consult with transmission owners for all generator 
projects >2 MW and when total generation on a distribution line will exceed 10 MW. 

 
In comments, please address the following questions:  
 

1. Will these Wisconsin rules, with the proposed Michigan additions, satisfactorily resolve 
any of the issues the Commission has asked our workgroup to address?   Which ones?  

 

http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/psc/psc119.pdf
http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/psc/psc119.pdf
http://www.wisconsindr.org/library/PSC/WI_InterconnectionGuidelines.pdf
http://www.wisconsindr.org/library/PSC/WI_InterconnectionGuidelines.pdf


2. Do you support the idea of using the Wisconsin rules as the basis for new Michigan 
rules?  If not, why not?  And, if not, do you have an alternative recommendation for 
consideration?   

 
3. What topics should be covered at the proposed pre-application meeting between a utility 

and a project developer or customer?   
 
 
Animal Contact Current Mitigation Rules 
R 460.2704  Request for investigation. 
  Rule 4.  (1)  After completion of the procedures in R 460.2702 and R460.2703, a complainant 
or the utility may request, with notification to the other party, that the commission appoint at 
least 3 and up to 5 experts to investigate in the manner in R 460.2705. If the commission 
appoints at least 3 and up to 5 experts, those experts shall  have  the  rights and responsibilities as 
described in that rule  and  shall  issue  their investigation report and conclusions to the 
commission, the complainant, and the utility. 
  (2)  The funding mechanisms in R 460.2705 shall be used to defray the costs of the experts as 
determined by the commission. 
 
 History: 2007 MR 3, Eff. Feb. 6, 2007. 
R 460.2705  Appointment of experts. 
  Rule 5.  (1)  If a complainant or the utility requests an investigation through the commission 
under R 460.2704 of these rules, then the commission may appoint at least 3 and up to 5 experts 
to investigate the complaint and report findings to the commission within the scope of these 
rules.  The commission shall consider expert individuals based on, but not limited to,  
all of the following criteria:  
  (a)  Expertise specific to the specie affected. 
  (b)  Objectivity - individuals not directly impacted by the resolution. 
  (c)  Neutral third-party. 
  (d)  Training and expertise in primary distribution  systems  and certification in secondary 
wiring systems. 
  (2)  The experts shall limit their conclusions and reports to the subject of the dispute and the 
facts and circumstances of the specific case for which they were appointed. 
  (3)  Either party may request specific disciplines be represented on the expert team. 
  (4)  The experts shall submit a report to the commission with the results and conclusions of 
their inquiry, which may suggest corrective measures for resolving the complaint. The reports of 
the experts shall be received in evidence and the experts shall be made available for cross-
examination by the parties at any hearing. The experts shall report to the commission within 30  
days of their employ. The commission may grant up to a 30-day extension. 
  (5)  The reasonable expenses of experts, including a reasonable hourly fee or fee determined by 
the commission, shall be submitted to the commission for approval and, if approved, shall be 
funded under subrule (6) of this rule.  (6)  The utility shall reimburse the experts appointed by 
the commission for the reasonable expenses incurred in the course of investigating the  
complaint. 
 
 History: 2007 MR 3, Eff. Feb. 6, 2007. 
 
 
 



PA 30 Electric Transmission Line Certification Act 
 
460.568 (3) The commission may assess certificate application fees from the electric utility, 
affiliated transmission company, or independent transmission company to cover the 
commission's administrative costs in processing the application and may require the electric 
utility, affiliated transmission company, or independent transmission company to hire consultants 
chosen by the commission to assist the commission in evaluating those issues the application 
raises. 



Baldwin, Julie K (DLEG) 

From: Stanton, Thomas S (DLEG)

Sent: Friday, August 24, 2007 9:08 AM

To: 'normacnc5@aol.com'

Cc: Baldwin, Julie K (DLEG)

Subject: RE: MPSC Staff Discussion Paper on Interconnection Procedures
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-----Original Message----- 
From: normacnc5@aol.com [mailto:normacnc5@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2007 6:48 PM 
To: Stanton, Thomas S (DLEG) 
Subject: Re: MPSC Staff Discussion Paper on Interconnection Procedures 
  
Tom, 
  
We have reviewed the Wisconsin rules and the suggested Michigan amendments and it is our 
opinion that these rules and procedures represent an improvement over the existing Michigan 
rules and utility guidelines.  The Wisconsin rules and forms are clearer and simpler to complete.  
The timeframes, while longer in some cases, are specific and appropriately scaled to differently 
sized-projects.   
  
The two remaining questions we have are: 
 
1.  What determines whether or not a full engineering study and distribution study is required?  
What triggers this? 
2.  Since construction timing must be mutually agreed upon, will the appointed MPSC 
interconnection expert be the one who helps resolve differences in timing expectations?  Or will 
a formal complaint be the only means to resolve issues? 
 
 
Norma S. McDonald 
Operating Manager 
Phase 3 Developments & Investments, LLC 
Renewable Energy & Biobased Products 
www.phase3dev.com 
 
Mobile phone: 513-265-2758 
 
Main Office and all mail/packages:  
7155 Five Mile Road  
Cincinnati, OH 45230  
Fax: 513-233-3395  
 
In Michigan: 
1510 62nd Street  
Fennville, MI 49408 
Fax: 269-236-0599 
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Memorandum 

 

To: Julie Baldwin, MPSC Staff 

From: James A. Ault, Michigan Electric & Gas Association (on behalf of indicated 
electric utilities) 

Date: September 7, 2007 

Re: Joint Comments on Staff Proposal for Discussion – Interconnection Procedures 

 

I. Introduction 

 These joint comments are provided on behalf of the following electric utilities:  
Consumers Energy Company, The Detroit Edison Company, Alpena Power Company, 
Edison Sault Electric Company, Indiana Michigan Power Company, Upper Peninsula 
Power Company, We Energies, Wisconsin Public Service Corporation, Xcel Energy, and 
members of the Michigan Electric Cooperative Association.  These comments address 
(i) Interconnection Procedures – 10kW and Under and (ii) Interconnection Procedures – 
30kW and Larger, as identified in the Staff Proposals for Discussion of August, 2007.  
Unless otherwise stated, the comments below reflect the consensus views of the 
participating utilities.  The specific questions posed in the Staff documents are repeated 
here to establish the framework for the joint comments. 

II. Procedures – Projects < 10 kW 

Staff Q1: Will these Wisconsin rules provide faster and less complex interconnection 
procedures for Michigan interconnections for small inverter-based 
systems? 

Response: Subject to more specific comments on the rules, set forth below, the 
answer to this question is that the WI rules will provide less complex 
procedures.  The step-by-step approach used in WI would be helpful. 

Staff Q2: Do you support the idea of using these rules as the basis for new Michigan 
rules?  If not, please explain why and provide any alternative 
recommendations. 

Response: Generally, “yes.”  There are a number of potential issues, including the 
need to consider whether the formal rules should incorporate matters now 
addressed in the interconnection procedures of each utility and other 
Michigan-specific issues and circumstances.  A major improvement would 
be to adopt the Wisconsin interconnection application process and 
timeline, which uses separate and distinct “steps” instead of a single, 
overall deadline.  Some utilities would not support complete adoption of 
the WI technical guidelines to replace the MI procedures, however.  Once 
new rules are developed, the utilities could submit conforming 
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requirements which address some of the detail needed beyond the 
formal rules, as occurred previously.     

Staff Q3: What modifications (if any) to these Wisconsin rules do you recommend?  
Do you agree with the proposed modifications Staff has listed? 

 

 

Response: (A)  Recommended modifications include: 

 (i) Project Manager:  this should be just one person, designated as the 
“point of contact”.  For the small projects, there is likely no need for a 
utility project manager provided an appropriate contact is identified. 

 (ii) Application Fee:  removal of the $100 application fee would cause 
more subsidization of the project developers.  The fee should continue. 

 (iii) Standard Application: MI is now using a 1-page form versus the 3-page 
WI form; the longer form may be more complex than necessary. 

 (iv) Standard Forms:  Some utilities expressed a preference to continue 
using the MI forms for interconnection application and agreement with 
any necessary modifications.  Also, several expressed preference for the 
MI generation data forms over the WI versions. 

 (v)  Equipment Certification:  UL 1741 certification changes over time 
because the standard is updated.  The essential point here is that the 
certification incorporates the anti-islanding standard (2 seconds or less) of 
IEEE 1547.  Certification via “UL 1741 in compliance with IEEE 1547” or 
similar language will address this concern.  Older equipment brought into 
a project, certified under an earlier version of UL 1741, should meet the 
newer standard with anti-islanding requirements. 

 WI Rule 119.20(6)(b) should be replaced regarding the smaller 
projects(under 30 kW) to allow certification of the interconnection 
relaying system by a nationally recognized laboratory to meet IEEE 1547.  
Data submitted must include manufacturer’s information indicating such 
certification and equipment should be placarded to allow field 
verification.   

   The list of approved relays and equipment should continue to be part of 
the MI requirements.  

 (vi) Insurance and Indemnity: Including an insurance certificate with the 
application form (WI rule) is preferred.  Although the WI insurance 
provision and coverage levels are acceptable to some, we do not have 
agreement on the indemnity language in the WI rules and alternatives 
should be considered. 
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 (vii) Time Deadlines: The rules should be very clear that the “clock starts” 
only after the application is accepted as complete by the utility.  Further, 
the WI approach with sequential timelines and activities is more workable 
than the MI approach with a single timeline for completed 
interconnection. 

 (B) Comments on the three additions to the WI rules proposed by Staff are 
as follows: 

 (i)  Pre-Application Meeting: For these small projects, the term “meeting” 
should include telephone conferences.  A formal meeting will not be 
necessary for many projects (e.g. plug and play) and the scope of 
meeting/conference should be as needed for the project. 

 (ii) Expert Panel: This recommendation should not be adopted because it 
could lead to added expense and unnecessary demands by persons who 
will bear none of the investigation expense.  An informal industry working 
group could be developed to provide technical information, on a 
voluntary basis. 

 (iii) Transmission Owner Consultation: This proposed addition is generally 
not applicable to small projects (< 10kW) feeding the local distribution 
network. 

Staff Q4: Is it acceptable for Michigan rules to adopt the Wisconsin generator size 
categories, in particular the “20 kW and less” category? 

Response: The electric utilities are not in full agreement on this issue.  The largest 
utilities, Detroit Edison and Consumers Energy, support continuation of the 
existing size categories (e.g. smallest is <30 kW).  Utilities serving in both WI 
and MI (WE, WPS, Xcel) would favor consistency among the two 
jurisdictions, thus the WI categories.  This consistency approach would 
include affiliated companies such as UPPCo and ESE in the Upper 
Peninsula.  If changes are to be made in the categories, utilities request 
the opportunity to propose alternatives.  

III.  Procedures – Projects >30kW 

Staff Q1: Will these Wisconsin rules, with the proposed Michigan additions, 
satisfactorily resolve any of the issues the Commission has asked our 
workgroup to address?  Which ones? 

Response: Yes, as to Commission issues #1, 4, and 6 identified in the Staff proposal, 
subject to additional comments on the following items: 

 (i) Power Factor: PSCW Rule 119.20(7) uses 0.9 power factor for projects up 
to 200 kW, and then “unity” or “as agreed” above that.  If the MI 
categories are used, a demarcation would be appropriate at 150 kW and 
above.  Projects in the 150-200 kW range would use a range of no less 
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than .95 leading through .95 lagging with unity/agreement above that 
range.. 

 (ii) Rule Revision: In MI there are very general formal rules, covering basic 
matters including timelines.  Technical matters and details are left to the 
less formal interconnection procedures.  If the “WI model” is adopted, we 
need to consider how to integrate with the formal rules and informal 
procedures in MI.  It would be possible to preserve the MI structure while 
revising the rules and procedures. 

 (iii) Pre-Application Meeting: See earlier comment.  A formal meeting 
should be optional depending on circumstances.  Telephone consultation 
is a preferred method, with the formal meeting only if necessary.  For the 
larger projects, there could be a provision for requesting a formal 
meeting. 

 (iv) Expert Panel: See earlier comment.  Use of independent experts 
should be handled based on the unique circumstances of a particular 
contested matter, rather than being a more automatic procedure. 

 (v) Transmission Owner Consultation:  See earlier comment.  For the larger 
projects (>2 MW), the term “consult” may raise concerns because the 
utility is not proposing the project.  The distribution utility would notify the 
transmission owner for any project that may impact the transmission 
system.  However, the scope of any transmission study and the time 
needed are matters for the transmission owner and project developer to 
address. 

Staff Q2: Do you support the idea of using the Wisconsin rules as the basis for new 
Michigan rules?  If not, why not?  And, if not, do you have an alternative 
recommendation for consideration? 

Response: Generally, subject to addressing Michigan-specific issues and 
circumstances, utilities have supported the Wisconsin interconnection 
application approach as previously noted.  Alternative recommendations 
are discussed above.  Some utilities would not support complete adoption 
of the WI technical guidelines to replace the MI procedures, however, as 
also discussed above.  For the projects in this size category, utilities should 
have the right to approve protective relays and equipment. 

Staff Q3: What topics should be covered at the proposed pre-application meeting 
between a utility and a project developer or customer? 

Response: This meeting should address the project overview and background facts, 
covering basic matters such as location, project description, area 
facilities, ability to accommodate, contact information and the 
interconnection requirements.  As noted previously, a formal meeting 
should not be mandatory in all cases. 


